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Trends in Financing Public Library Buildings 
RICHARD B. HALL 
Introduction 
SINCETHE GENEROUS contributions of Andrew Carnegie around the turn 
of the century, it has been the dream of most communities in the United 
States to have a public library building to educate and enlighten its 
citizens. Carnegie did more for the development of public library facili- 
ties than any other individual, and his legacy will not be forgotten. 
“Within three decades Carnegie had donated $56,162,622 for the con- 
struction of 2,509 library buildings throughout the English-speaking 
world. More than $40 million of this amount was given to build 1,679 
public libraries in 1,412 communities in the United States.”’ 
It is unfortunate that there is no  comprehensive data like that 
available from the Carnegie Corporation for other public library build- 
ing projects built during this early developmental period for public 
library buildings. In 1968, Hoyt Galvin reported that: “Henry T. Dren-
nan of the Library Services branch of the U.S. Office of Education 
tabulated data for the fiscal year ending 1962 on public library buildings 
in the 50 states and the District of Columbia by date of initial construc- 
tion. He  received reports on 4319 central library buildings and 5707 
branch buildings as follows:”’ 
Richard B. Hall is Library Building Consultant, State Library of Georgia, Atlanta, 
Georgia. 
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Date Main Bldgs. Branch Bldgs. 
Pre-1865 82 
1865- 1900 529 
1901-1910 841 
191 1-1920 715 
1921- 1930 448 1,167 (Pre-1931) 
1931- 1940 504 3 63 
1941- 1950 297 436 
1951- 1953 192 
1954-1956 213 
1957-1959 248 
1960 85 1,140 (1951- 1960) 
1961 85 
1962 80 
Unspecified 2,601 
Unfortunately, there are no comprehensive figures for the different 
typcs of funds spent for public library buildings during this time period. 
Thc only source of this kind of information for this time period was 
reported in 1966 by Nathan M. Cohen of the U.S. Office ofEducation to 
the Subcommittee on Economic Progress of the Joint Economic Com- 
mittee of the Congress of the ‘linited state^.^ Table 1 shows the data 
tabulated back to 1945 and broken down into the four main sources of 
funds: local, state, federal, and private. 
The data show a tremendous growth in capital outlay funds for 
public library buildings increasing from $1.2 million in 1945 to $103 
million in 1965. T o  a large extent, this increase is accounted for by the 
rise in local funding from $1 million in 1945 to $70.9 million in 1965. 
The increased growth rate for all funds was further accelerated by the in- 
troduction of $29.9 million in federal funds in 1965. 
Private funds were 12 percent in 1946, but only 1.6 percent in 1965. 
In 1946, 88 percent of construction funds were local, while in 1965 local 
funds were 69 percent. Of the total $70.9 million in local funds in 1965, 
approximately $15.2 million (or 21 percent) rame from local bond 
issues. The remaining local funds came from other kinds of local bonds 
and local direct tax appropriations. State funds for public library con- 
struction during this time period were negligible. 
Around this same mid-1960s time period, there was a nationally 
sponsored survey of public library buildings resulting from the inclu- 
sion of Title 11, Public Library Construction, in the expanded Library 
Services and Construction Act (LSCA) of 1964. Figure 1 is based on the 
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TABLE 1 
CAPITALOUTLAY, LIBRARIES,PUBLIC BY SOURCE, 
FOR SELECTEDYEARS1945-65l 
[In Millions of Dollars] 
Local-State 
Endowments  
and other 
Year Total  Total  Local State Federal 
prauate 
sources 
~ 
1965 103.0 71.4 70.9 0.5 29.9 1.7 
1964 61.3 60.1 60.1 1.2 
1962 27.7 26.8 26.8 .9 
19.56 12.5 11.7 11.7 .6 
1950 4.4 4.1 4.1 . 3  
1946 1.8 1.6 1.6 .2 
1945 1.2 1.0 1.o .2 
'Data for local funds for 1945-62arcdrrivrd from rcports of local libraries submitted to the 
LJ.S. Officc of Education in various riationwidrsurveysof public libraries, with theextcp- 
tion of data for 1946which are estimatrd. Data for 1964-65local expenditures are basedon 
extrapolations from partial rcturns from thc Office of Education's S u w e y  of Public  
Library Facilities, 1963-64. Data for endoiiment and other private sourc cs are estimated 
except for 1965. 
'Includes outlay for land, site development, architcc ts' fees, construction and initial 
equipment. 
extrapolation of unpublished data from the LJ.S. Office of Education's 
Suruey of Public Library Building Facilities, Fiscal 1963-64.4In this 
survey, reports from local libraries to the 1J.S. Office of Education 
indicated that 38 percent of publicly owned public library buildings 
were more than forty years old. The largest percentage of buildings (48 
percent) were built from 1925 to 1960 with only 14percent having been 
constructed in the early 1960s. 
This survey showed that in 1965, local public libraries occupied 
approximately 55 million square feet of space and further reported the 
need for an additional 40 million square feet at an estimated cost of 
approximately $1 billion. An extrapolation of this data revealed an 
overall need of $1.9 billion in capital outlay funds for an additional 68 
million square feet of public library space from 1966 to 1975. 
Shortly after the publication of the U.S. Office of Education's 
reports, which supported the continuation of LSCA Title I1 federal 
funds for public library construction, the library profession began to 
report statistics covering recently built public library buildings. Since 
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Figure 1 .  Agr of Publicly-Owned Public Library Buildings, 1964 
1968, the main source of information has been the architectural issue of 
Library J o u r n a l  which is published annually in December. 
While the Library J o u r n a l  source does not give the total picture o f  
what has occurred in recent history, it is certainly a statistically signifi- 
cant sampling of reliable data collected from local library administra- 
tors. Any article addressing future trends in the financing of public 
library buildings must review in detail what has happened in the past 
nineteen years that Library J o u r n a l  has collected data. 
There is much information to be gained from analyzing the overall 
expenditure of funds for public library construction as well as individ-
ual sources of funds. Table 2 gives a summary of total dollars expended 
for public library construction along with a breakdown by source of 
funds (state, federal, local, and private). This table was developed from 
numerous “six-year cost summary” sections of Library  Journal ’s  con-
struction statistics. It chronicles major trends in public library construc- 
tion expenditures since 1968. 
Figure 2 is essentially the same information as table 2, but the data 
have been put into line graph form to make items easier to visualize. By 
looking at these illustrations, it is quite easy to see that the amount of 
money going into public library construction has varied significantly 
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TABLE 2 
PUBLICLIBRARY FUNDSCONSTRUCTION BY SOURCE" 
(In Millions of Dollars) 
~~ 
F Y  To ta l  State Federal Local  Przvate 
68 91 .9 20.8 68.9 N/A 
69 107 1.1 26.6 74.1 5.4 
70 98 3.1 22.9 58.3 13.3 
71 76 3.2 13.4 53.1 6.5 
72 95 1.4 11.8 74. I 7.2 
73 101 2.6 8.7 77.5 11.9 
74 83 1.8 7.6 67.4 6.1 
75 81 2.8 11.5 58.9 7.7 
76 125 7.5 27.4 77.4 12.4 
77 132 7.1 20.4 95.6 8.6 
78 91 6.9 17.4 57.6 9.1 
79 194 15.3 81.8 83.9 12.8 
80 120 4.8 33.3 73.1 9.1 
81 140 4.9 22.4 100.7 12.1 
82 157** 4.3** 17.4 112.6 22.9 
83 82 11.3 5.5 58.2 7.1 
84 110 7.1 4.5 94.0 4.0 
85 140 5.8 17.9 97.0 19.3 
86 150 8.9 10.9 110.2 20.3 
Total: 2173 101 382 I493 196 
Average: 114 5.3 20.1 78.6 10.3 
Percentagr: 100 4.6 17.6 68.9 9 
'As reported in six-year summaries of the architectural issue of Library Journal .  
**A State Library Building was deleted from data in 1982. 
over the years. What is more interesting is that with a few notable 
exceptions the overall percentage of participation by each source has 
remained relatively stable. 
It is important to note from the outset that 90 percent of all capital 
development funds have come from the public sector, with the majority 
of funds (over two-thirds) coming from local public funds. On the 
average, state funds have accounted for less than 5 percent and private 
funds less than 10 percent of all sources of funds for construction. 
Federal funds have varied significantly over the years but on the average 
have accounted for less than 20 percent of all funds expended. 
It is interesting to compare how these capital outlay percentages 
relate to percentages for all income for public libraries: "In terms of 
actual dollars, approximately 12%of public library support nationwide 
is from state sources, 79%from local sourcesand 9%from federal sources. 
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Figure 2.  Funds for Public Library Buildings by Source 
These figures have remained relatively stable throughout the 1970’s, 
although there have been some state-by-state variation^."^ 
The most significant discrepancy is in funding from the private 
sector. While private funds for capital outlay amounted to less than 10 
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percent, they do account for an important amount of funding for public 
library buildings when compared to the negligible amount of private 
sector funds for all public library activities. Overall, almost 80percent of 
public library funds come from local public funds, but for this time 
period only 69 percent of capital outlay funds came from local public 
sources. 
Further, it is interesting to note that the percentage of federal funds 
for capital outlay is approximately twice what it is for all public library 
purposes. It appears that with the advent of the ISCA Title I1 program 
as well as other federal capital outlay programs, the availability of 
federal funds has to some extent helped to reduce the amount of local 
participation necessary for capital outlay for public libraries. 
While this is the case, it will also be demonstrated that these federal 
funding programs are responsible for the stimulation of large amounts 
of local, private, and state funds for capital outlay that might not have 
otherwise been available for the development of public library facilities 
in this country. In addition, there is evidence that state funds have also 
been responsible for the stimulation of local, public, and private funds 
for capital outlay. 
State funds typically have been used less frequently for capital 
outlay than for ongoing operating expenditures in public libraries. The  
state funding percentage (4.6 percent) for capital outlay is between 
one-half and one-third the percentage of state funds used in all public 
library activities. While this has been the case in recent history, it will be 
shown in an upcoming section that this situation may be changing and 
that a new trend of higher levels of state funding for capital outlay for 
public libraries may be starting. 
FUNDING SOURCES 
Federal Sources 
Federal funding by its very nature tends to be unstable from year to 
year for many programs, and public library construction is no excep- 
tion. In the Library Journal statistics, this category has had the widest 
range (4 percent to 42 percent) of funding percentages over the years of 
any of the funding sources. There have been some very significant 
anomalies during certain years. 
The  figures for 1979are the most unusual. This is the year that saw 
the greatest expenditures for public library construction of all time. 
Nearly $200 million was expended in total with an astounding $81.8 
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million (42 percent) coming from the federal government. This latter 
figure is particularly interesting because it is approximately four times 
the normal arnount coming from this source. This unusual level of 
federal spending was the result of two federal funding initiatives. The 
first was the appropriation of $6 billion in federal funds from the Local 
Public Works Program of the Public Works Employment Act of 1976 
and 1977 (P.L. 94-369 and 94-447 respectively). These funds, which had 
a ninety day start-up requirement, were administered through the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration (EDA) at the end of the Ford 
administration and into the beginning of the Carter administration. Of 
the $6 billion of public works funds, public library building projects 
received in excess of $133 million.6 
For those communities which were prepared to begin construction 
immediately, this federal program was a bonanza which to date has not 
been repeated. The program required little or no local matching funds, 
and public libraries were reasonably successful in competing at the local 
level for these funds. This Local Public Works program coupled with 
the ongoing Federal General Revenue Sharing program provided a 
major stimulus for public library capital projects in the late 1970s. In 
addition to public works funds, congressional approval of an extension 
of the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act (P.L. 94-488) provided an 
authorization of over $25 billion of federal revenue sharing funds dur- 
ing this time period. 
Federal revenue sharing funds have always accounted for a substan- 
tial amount of federal funds going into public library construction, but 
unfortunately there is no source of consistently collected data to show 
the exact amount or percentage. Hoyt Galvin7 did report in 1976 that 
approximately 73 percent of all federal funds came from local general 
revenue sharing during that year. 
This level of federal participation experienced in the 1970s may 
never be seen again. The data show that after this record level of 
expenditures, the federal percentage dropped consistently until 1985 
when i t  recovered somewhat with the revitalization of LSCA Title I1 
funds transferred from the federal FY 1983 Emergency Jobs Act (P.L. 
98-8) appropriation of $50 million. 
It should be noted that the federal expenditures recently reached a 
nineteen year low in 1983 and 1984, dipping as low as $4.5 million 
(approximately 4 percent of total expenditures). These years represented 
drastic reductions for federal capital improvement funds and threatened 
to return public library construction to a time where it languished for 
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close to fifty years between the end of Carnegie’s philanthropy and the 
advent of the LSCA Title I1 program. 
The importance of federal funding over the last twenty years should 
not be underestimated as is shown in the 1978 publication Public 
Library Construction 1965-1978:“A retrospective review of the impact 
of Federal assistance through LSCA Title I1 on public library construc- 
tion notes the following accomplishments: 1917 library construction 
projects completed. $174,318,366 from Title I1 with $21,469,975 from 
other Federal sources stimulated the investment of $528,893,615 in State 
and local matching funds.”’ 
Since this publication, the U.S. Office of Education in its 1986 
Annual Report on LSCA Special Activitiesg has updated these figures 
and indicates that 2850 public library buildings have been administered 
through the LSCA Title I1 program utilizing almost $265 million from 
federal sources. Of these funds, 72 percent were appropriated from 
LSCA, 29 percent came from the Emergency Jobs Act, and 9 percent 
were from the Appalachian Regional Development Act. 
Much of the $50 million in federal Emergency Jobs Act funds is 
recorded in the 1985 and 1986 Library Journal statistics, and there will 
be more federal funds shown in upcoming years due to federal LSCA 
Title I1 appropriations of $25 million for FY 1985, $21,102,000 for FY 
1986, and $22,050,000 for FY 1987 respectively. This resurrection of 
federal public library construction funding is most welcome since a 
review of the statistics in the 1986 Annual Report on LSCA Special 
Activities further demonstrates that federal funds usually stimulate 
more than twice the amount of state and local matching funds. 
While federal funds through the LSCA Title I1 program, or from 
any federal program, have provided a significant share of public library 
construction funds over the years, perhaps the greatest impact of federal 
funding has been the stimulation of both state and local funds for 
capital development. There is ample evidence that in the early years of 
LSCA Title 11, the federal funds stimulated much of the local matching 
funds which probably would not have otherwise been spent for public 
library buildings. 
Further, there is evidence that many state construction programs 
were stimulated by either the demise of the LSCA Title I1 program in 
1973 or by its resurrection in the early 1980~.~’ The fact that the LSCA 
Title I1 program has been administered through the state library agen- 
cies contributes to this interrelationship between state and federal con- 
struction funding. 
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It is little wonder that state library administrators look annually 
toward Washington, D.C. with concern. The  greatest problem that 
currently confronts federal funding for public library construction is 
the impact of the Balanced Budget Control Act of 1985 (P.L.99-177), 
commonly known as the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings bill. Unless there is 
a turn-around, the potential impact of this continued budget cutting on 
the LSCA Title I1 program, along with the loss of the Federal Revenue 
Sharing program, will likely create a trend toward decreasing levels in 
funding for federal public library construction in the near future. 
Over the years, there have been numerous federal agencies (EDA, 
ARC, HLJD, DOD, etc.) which have contributed funds toward public 
library construction, but in recent years these sources have been drying 
u p  at an inrreasingly accelerated rate. The  question is whether any other 
funding source can substitute for this decreasc in federal funding. 
The  federal LSCA Title I1 program has been, and is, a tremendous 
capital development tool for public libraries, but as the past has shown, 
there is no guarantee that i t  will be in effect from year to year. It may well 
be that the only effective substitute for this program, or for federal 
funding in general, is the development of an ongoing state grant pro- 
gram for public library capital outlay. 
State Sources 
In order to determine i f  state sources for public library construction 
are capable of at least partially supplanting waning federal funds, a 
comparison of expenditures during the last few years is necessary. Table 
3 shows the average number of dollars expended each year by source as 
well as the respective percentages of the total for the first nine years of 
Lzbrary Journal data compared to the last ten years. This  division of the 
data does illuminate what appears to be a possible trend in the state 
sources category. 
There appears to be little significant variation in the percentages of 
the various funding sources except for the state funds category. While 
this category is the smallest percentage in terms of overall funds for 
public library construction, it has doubled its percentage of participa-
tion from the first time period (3 percent) to the second (6percent). State 
funds increased from $24.4 million in the early years to $76.4million in 
the later years. This  represents over a 200 percent increase for state funds. 
In looking at figure 2, it appears that the state funding line is on the 
increase over the long run, but the question remains whether this is a 
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TABLE 3 
COMPARISON YEARSDATA YEARSDATAOF EARL  TO LATER 
PUBLICLIBRARY EXPENDITURESCONSTRUCTION 

(Average Dollars Expended per Year in 

Millions and Percentages) 

Years Total Statr Fedmal  Local Piivate 
F u n d s  F u n d s  F u n d s  F u n d s  FundJ 
1968 to 95.2 2.7 16.7 67.7 8.8 
1976 100% 3% 17% 71% 9% 
1977 to 131.6 7.6 23. I 88.3 12.i 
1986 100% 6% 17.5% 67% 9.5% 
trend that will continue and whether it will turn out to be significant 
enough in the future to replace lost federal funds. 
In surveying various state library agencies, it seems to be a Fafe 
assumption that thi5 trend toward increased state funding for capital 
development is in fact not only going to continue but will even increase 
dramatically. Table 4 shows recently appropriated state funds which 
should begin to appear over the next few years in the Lzbrary Journal 
construction statistics as projects are completed. 
It is interesting to note that the total of $94 million is approaching 
the overall amount of state funds ($101 million) reported for the last 
nineteen years of data collection in Library Journal.  Since the state- 
funded building projects, as well as the state grant programs, are on 
different timetables for development, it is difficult to say when these new 
appropriations will appear in the Lzbrary Journal statistics. It is safe to 
say that a two- to four-year period will probably cover most of the pro- 
jects recently funded with state funds. This means that it is likely that 
the statistics from 1988 to 1991 will show state funds in the range of $20 
million to $30 million annually. 
Table 2 shows that the annual allotment of funds from state sources 
has averaged approximately $5 million over the last nineteen years. 
State funding levels in the $20 to $30 million range would reflect a four 
fold to six fold increase over past years! This kind of significant increase 
in state funding levels certainly classifies as a substantial trend and one 
which should be watched carefully in the years to come. 
Over the years, state capital outlay programs have fulfilled an 
important role acting as “seed” money for local fund raising similar to 
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TABLE 4 
RECENTSTATE LIBRARY OUTLAYPUBLIC CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS" 
State F u n d s  
A1r7 bdn1;i $ 2,939,691 
Alaska $ 4,050,000 
C;onnrc ticut $ 1,000,000 
Florida $ 920,000 
Geoigia $46,422,389 
Illinois $17,000,000 
Kentuc k) 
Maryland 
$ 928,500 
$ 2,600,000 
New Jersey $ 2,000,000 
New York $ 4,000,000 
Nevada $10,000,000 
Oklahoma $ 625,000 
Rho& Island 5 964,048 
West I'irginia $ 697,800 
.rotai: $91,147,428 
_ _ _ _ _ ~_ _ _ ~ ~~~ ~ 
*Appropriations ovei \ariou\ fiscal years lor projccts which have not  yet been rrportedin 
the L i b r a r y  j o u r n a l  architectural issur. 
the way that federal funds have stimulated both state andlocal construc- 
tion funds. While most of the library profession believes that the federal 
LSCA Title I1 program was the genesis of state and federal funding for 
public library construction, few realize that two states-Maryland and 
Kentucky-made matching grants prior to the beginning of LSCA Title 
11. 
Many states have had regular annual appropriations for capital 
outlay over the years, but recently new state construction programs have 
begun, due in some part to the resurgence of interest in public library 
construction stimulated by the recent though limited appropriations of 
the LSCA Title I1 program. States which have recently had new first- 
time appropriations for construction purposes are: New York, Illinois, 
Nevada, and Alabama. Further, both California and Massachusetts have 
campaigns in process which may culminate in substantial new state 
construction programs in future years. 
Getting state programs started is the biggest hurdle, because after 
they have been funded for a few years, keeping them going is relatively 
easy if the need is present. Over the years, significant improvements in 
the program are likely to occur, and chances are good that the program 
will become very popular. 
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The advantages of state construction programs are many. Being 
closer to home than a federal program, they are easier to influence and 
administer. Because of their proximity to “local” politics, a state pro- 
gram is less likely to end abruptly in midstream. Everyone wants “a 
piece of the pie,” which helps to keep the program afloat from year to 
year. All areas of the state benefit, and state construction programs 
return public tax dollars to local communities in a highly visible 
manner. 
Local Sources 
Regardless of the development of state and federal funding sources 
in recent years, the major source of funding for public library construc- 
tion has always been local public revenues. Over the past nineteen years 
of Library Journal statistics, two-thirds of all funds expended for public 
library construction have consistently come from local public revenues. 
This mainstay of revenue has always been the most stable funding 
source for public library capital outlay. 
Table 1, for example, shows that local public funds have theclosest 
correlation to overall expenditures for capital outlay-i.e., when local 
funds go up, overall funds go up and vice versa. This fact is not 
surprising when one considers the strong desire for local control over 
public works projects in a community. It is safe to say that the funding 
source which is closest to home usually provides the most local control 
over the expenditure of the project funds. 
Since local public funds account for such a high percentage of 
funding for public library buildings, it is important to consider the 
various financing methods utilized at the local level. It is not within the 
scope of the current article to make an in-depth review of all of the 
sources of local funding for public library construction, but some 
discussion of the major sources is in order. 
Direct Tax  Appropriations 
When projects require relatively small amounts of local funds 
because of matching funds or simply because of the size of the building, 
communities are frequently able to handle the capital improvement 
project from the regular annual collection of tax revenues. Many library 
buildings have been built with direct one-time appropriations from 
local municipal operating budgets. 
Occasionally a form of cash accrual is used. “This method of 
financing is accomplished by an annual assignment of a tax rate to the 
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taxpayers ....,111 This approach allows for a specific amount of cash to be 
set aside each yrar for many years toward the day when enough has been 
accumulated to purchase a site and build a building. While workable 
today, this approach was more popular in the 1930s and 1940s when it 
was known as the “pay-as-you-go” method. 
Local Bond Issue 
‘The greatest number of projects which have funds from only one 
source are projects funded by local public bond issues. These projects 
usually tend to be the larger projects or part of a large bond issue which 
funds numerous smaller library buildings. While it is difficult to deter-
mine the exact percentage of local funds raised by public bond issues 
compared to those raised from direct operating revenues, the local 
public bond issue is one of the most common methods of raising sizable 
amounts of capital for library improvements. The  problem is that there 
has never been a serious attempt by the library profession to analyze the 
percentage of funding coming from bond issues compared to the other 
local sources. 
This is true for the years that the Library Journal statistics have 
been collected as well as back to the turn of the century: “It appears, 
howrver, from an analysis of such data as are available that the majority 
of libraries, excluding those financed by gifts, have been constructed 
from the proceeds of bond issues. No statistics are available to show the 
exact amount of construction by one methodor another, so that the data 
upon which this conclusion is based results from the patching together 
of scattered bits of information.”12 
A comprehensive retrospective search of library literature regard- 
ing the local bond issue turns u p  numerous accounts of individual 
success (and failure) stores, but as Guy Garrison, former director of the 
Library Research Center of the University of Illinois, notes: 
When planning such campaigns, librarians frequently depend on 
local rxperience on similar projects, on the advice of other librarians 
who have gone through such elections, either successfully or not, and 
on the meagrr amount of reliable information that is available to 
them in published accounts of library elections. 
T h r  written material that exists is not only scattered widely but is 
largely reportorial in nature. The conclusions drawn, if any, are based 
more on opinions than on facts. There are too many libraries and too 
many kinds of local political situations to allow safe generalizations 
about library elections from articles of this type.I3 
William S. Berner provides a similiar lament in his 1969 survey of 
the literature regarding the planning of a library referendum campaign: 
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“Unfortunately i t  is difficult to determine how representative the expe- 
riences described in recent articles on library referendums may be. They 
represent only a few instances, and no systematic comparison has been 
made between successful and unsuccessful library referendum 
campaigns.” 14 
A careful reading of publications on this subject soon reveals that 
the most serious articles comparing the success and failure of referen- 
dums have been written by Guy Garrison. His studies of library elec- 
tions in Illinois from 1953 to 1963,15 and again from 1963 to 196816 are 
classics and provide invaluable insight into the results of library bond 
issues held for the purposc of construction during that time period. 
The major finding in these tworeports is that in the state of Illinois, 
from the years 1953 to 1968, the chances of getting a library bond issue 
approved were better than two to one. This percentage is certainly a 
testimony to how important libraries are perceived to be by the Illinois 
voter. 
Recently, Herbert Goldhor, director of the Library Research Center 
of the University of Illinois, reported that over two-thirds of the library 
bond issues held in the state of Illinois from 1980 to 1985 were successful. 
This encouraging high rate of voter approval for library bond issues is 
further supported by data from his unpublished national survey of 
Public Library Referenda zn 1985. Again, approximately two-thirds of 
all local bond issues held were successful in the states participating in 
the survey. 
Not all research into library bond issues has shown such positive 
results. As reported by Albert C. Lake17 in a speech given at an ALA 
preconference on library buildings in the early 1970s, an unpublished 
research study by Howard M. Rowe entitled “A Study of Public Library 
Bond Issue Campaigns in the State of California during the Period 
1945-1962” showed that two-thirds of all library bond issues held in 
California during that time period failed. It seems that the reason that 
library bond issues are so speculative in California is the requirement of 
a two-thirds majority in order to pass a bond referendum in that state. 
The variation in these different research studies demonstrates how 
unfortunate it is that there is no single agency which has collected and 
published the results of public library bond referendums nationally 
over the years. Considering the fact that so much funding for public 
library construction comes from local sources and so much of that from 
the local bond issue, there certainly is a need for this information to be 
collected, analyzed, and reported annually. The best way for this to be 
accomplished would be to build on a data collection process which is 
already in place. 
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Possibly during the process of collecting construction statistics 
through the state library agencies for Lzbrary Journal,additional infor- 
mation concerning library bond referendums could be collected along 
with more in-depth information about local funding sources for build- 
ings in general. Further, there is thc need for the development of a 
comprehensive compendium providing a detailed overview of the liter- 
ature as well as an analysis of the major issues facing the local library 
board which is embarking on a bond referendum. Again, it is not within 
the scope of this article to provide thi\ kind of in-depth understanding 
of the various factors which determine the success or failure of a bond 
referendum. Once again, the authors who have written most extensively 
about this issue are Guy Garrison,18 William Berner,” and Ruth G. 
LindahL2’ 
Miscellaneous Methods of Funding 
There are numerous additional methods of financing public 
library facilities in this country, but their legality tends to vary greatly 
from state to state. Illinois has made use of the mortgage approach by 
borrowing funds against the future collection of funds which works 
when a library system has taxing authority. 
Some buildings have been financed by the use of revenue bonds, 
although this process is not popular because, unlike general obligation 
bonds utilized with public referendums, revenue bonds are not guaran- 
teed by the taxing authority of cities or counties. Revenue bonds are 
usually retired by the income generated from the operation of the 
project for which they were sold.Along with generating criticism over 
the bypassing of a public referendum, the cost of financing for revenue 
bonds is higher than general obligation bonds. 
Another approach is the lease-rental bond: “With this method, an 
‘authority’ or nonprofit corporation is set u p  to issue bonds. In several 
states a public building authority has been established to provide funds 
through special bonding powers for the construction of buildings for 
public agencies. The  authority retires the bonds by charging the agency 
rental over a specified number of years-enough to retire the bonds. In 
states in which this method of funding is legal, it is a means of dealing 
with restrictive debt limit legislation.”21 
A similiar option is the lease-purchase financing arrangement. In 
this case, the library system contracts with the private sector, usually a 
developer or group of developers, and a building is built by the private 
firm often upon a site that the library already owns. The  library makes 
LIBRARY TRENDS 438 
Financing Public Library Buildings 
return payments over the years, and the “loan” is guaranteed by either 
the value of the land or, when legal, by tax revenues. 
The legality of the lease-purchase approach has been questioned in 
many cases: “The lease-to-own arrangement may be specifically illegal 
in your state. In many places it isn’t legal nor is it specifically illegal, so 
both parties, the board and the developer, may be willing to take the 
chance. Many legal authorities look with disfavor on local public bodies 
doing anything not specifically allowed by statute.”22 It is difficult to 
identify projects utilizing this method of financing, thereby making it 
difficult for library management to duplicate methods used in other 
successful projects. Further, the ability to use this approach varies 
tremendously from state to state so that care must be taken to avoid legal 
as well as public relations problems. While it seems that the lease- 
purchase has enjoyed some resurgence of interest in recent years, it is a 
method which has been around for quite a number of years. With this in 
mind, i t  is difficult to say whether or not the seemingly renewed interest 
in this approach is really a trend. 
Private Sources 
While funds to build a facility through a lease-purchase arrange- 
ment may initially come from the private sector, they are ultimately 
paid back by the public tax base and so should not really be counted as 
funds from private sources. However, there are various methods which 
ultimately utilize funds from the private sector to construct public 
library buildings. These “private sector deals” may encompass several 
methods, but one of the most common is the use of fees. 
In the states of Florida and California, “special use development 
fees” may be assessed on development property requiring the developer 
to contribute to the cost of acquiring land and installing public facili- 
ties. This approach recognizes the fiscal restraints of a municipality or 
county which is experiencing rapid growth and spreads the costs of 
development of public services to the private sector. Interest in the 
development fee method of financing peaked as a result of the tax 
limitation imposed by the passage of Proposition 13 in California. 
When employed it has been successful in shifting part of the burden of 
public service development from the property taxpayer to the private 
sector developer. While the use of the development fee appears to be on 
the increase, it remains to be seen if this is a significant trend in the 
financing of public library facilities. 
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Whilc this method is obviously not popular with many developers, 
it does have substantial support in both the private and publicsectors in 
those states where it is legal. “Some land developers consider inclusion 
of a library an enhancement to their total development, or may consider 
their tax situation in either donating the site or requiring a lower price 
than for commercial purposes. ””Further, many big city library systems 
with valuable downtown sites have been able to obtain substantial 
amounts of funding from private developers for the use of air rights. 
Most notable in the use of this approach are the recent developments in 
Los Angeles, California, and Tucson, Arizona. 
Another “private sector deal” method used some years ago which is 
regaining popularity is the approach of the library administration 
constructing with public funds a larger building than currently needed 
and then renting prime commercial parts of the building to private 
concerns. With this method, the funds for the building of the extra space 
do  ultimately come from the private sector through the payment of rent 
over the years. 
This approach was outlined many years ago by Angus Snead 
MacDonald in his pamphlet, Morrow’s Library,  and discussed again in 
a Library Journal  article: 
20,000 square feet was leased to an international commercial organi- 
zation. The  rental paid, after deducting operating expenses and taxes 
on the rented area, will amortize the cost of theentire building within 
twenty years. Then the library will have the whole building free and 
clear tor its own expansion or to increase its operating income. 
Meanwhilc the ground floor ... accornmodatcs a busy regional branch 
on a valuable site that would have been inadequately improved with a 
one-story building.24 
While important to consider, “private sector deals” are not the 
main source of funds from the private sector. Private philanthropy of 
the kind sponsored by Andrew Carnegie has always been the backbone 
of private sector financing for public library buildings. Were it not for 
the momentum built u p  by the gifts of Andrew Carnegie, i t  might have 
been many years before the development of public libraries took hold in 
this country. 
Figure 3 is a graph showing the number of public library buildings 
erected by the Carnegie Corporation as well as the amount expended for 
public library buildings from 1897 to 1923.25For a full listing of all 
communities receiving Carnegie Grants for public library buildings 
and the amounts of the grant see appendix B of Bobinski’s Carnegie 
Libraries.26During this time period, because of Andrew Carnegie, the 
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private sector provided its highest percentage of funding for public 
library buildings. 
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Figure 3. Library Appropriations Made by Andrew Carnegie 1897-1923 
This dominance soon began to slip when the effects of Carnegie’s 
private sector stirnulation of public funding for public libraries began 
to take effect. In his 1930article regarding the use of local bond issues for 
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financing library construction, Simeon E. Leland provided a listing of 
over 150 local bond issues for public library buildings from 1899 to 
1927.27 Never again would the private sector regain its preeminence in 
public library construction, but it has had a long and welcome impact 
on the history of public library facility development in this country. 
Calculating the percentage of private funds as part of the total 
funds available for public library construction in table 1 demonstrates 
this decline since the end of World War 11. In 1945, private funds 
accounted for 16.7 percent of the total and then dropped for each year 
reported until 1965: 
1946 11.1% 1962 3.3% 
1950 6.8% 1964 2.0% 
1956 4.9% 1965 1.7% 
In recent years, therr has been some recovery from the all-time low 
reported in 1965. In the last nineteen years since Library Journal began 
collecting statistics, funds from the private sector have averaged 9 per- 
cent. While this percentage has varied from a low of 3.5 percent in 1984 
to a high of 14.5 percent in 1982, it does not any longer appear to be on 
the decline. Even though recent years’ percentages are high (14 percent 
in 1985 and 13.5 percent in 1986 respectively), private sources do not 
appear to be significantly on the increase as can be seen by comparing 
the percentages for private funds from 1968 to 1976 to the time period 
from 1977 to 1986 in table 3. 
While there have been many notable one-benefactor gifts for public 
library sites and buildings, overall there have not been a large number of 
well organized private fund-raising campaigns. This is not to say that 
this type of financing has not occurred, but it has not been at the 
forefront in recent y-ears. A review of the statistics shows that a well- 
planned private funding-raising drive generated $1 1 million for the 
Dallas Central Library (close to half of all funds raised from the private 
sector as reported in 1982). 
Further, as reported in 1978, the community of Allentown, Penn- 
sylvania, raised $2.7 million for a public library building in a private 
fund-raising campaign that was termed an “amateur effort. This 
campaign is well documented in the proceedings of the 1980 ALA 
conferrnce program en titled “Financing and Promotion of Public 
Library Facilities.” Kathryn Stephanoff covers the major steps in a 
broad based campaign, but acknowledges that most successful private 
fund-raising campaigns secure 75 percent of the total from three or four 
major gifts. 
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There have been other major private fund-raising efforts which 
have raised substantial amounts of funds for public library construc- 
tion: Gowrie, Iowa in 1985 ($2.5 million); Alsip, Illinois in 1982 ($2.2 
million); Duluth, Minnesota in 1981 ($1 million); Canton, Ohio in 1980 
($1.5 million); Chappaqua, New York in 1979 ($2.2 million); Jai, New 
Mexico in 1979 ($1.2 million); and Dearborn, Michigan in 1970 ($4.2 
million). 
In many of these projects, as well as others which have received gift 
funds, i t  can easily be seen that these private sector funds have stimu- 
lated local public funds. The reverse has been true in many cases just as 
state and federal grants have frequently stimulated private giving 
toward public library capital projects. It is clear though that private 
funds for public library buildings have never been able to totally meet 
the need. 
Private benefactorship is a cherished part of the development of 
public library buildings in this country, but not since the days of the 
Carnegie philanthropy has the private sector been the primary source of 
funding for public library construction. Further, it does not appear that 
this leadership role in the early 1900s will be regained in the foreseeable 
future: Because of the recent passage of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (P.L. 
99-514), with its negative effect on donations to nonprofit organiza- 
tions, it appears that this source may, in fact, be somewhat diminished. 
This change in the tax law is of concern to those anticipating not 
only private funds for the building project, but also gifts of land which 
in the past have been used as tax write-offs. Private funding is not a 
candidate to take the place of declining federal funding as some have 
asserted. Relatively few libraries in the past have been capable of mount-
ing private fund-raising drives necessary to raise the substantial amount 
of funds needed to meet the continued growth in public library facility 
development. 
EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY 
Construction, Equipment, Site, and Other 
Along with where the funds have come from, the data also provide 
interesting information regarding expenditures of the funds. The aver- 
age expenditures for all nineteen years of Library Journal construction 
statistics by category for new buildings are as follows: construction 76 
percent, equipment 9.4 percent, site 6.4 percent, and other 8.4 percent. 
The range for construction was from 72 percent to 82 percent, while the 
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range for equipment was from 8 perrent to 11 percent. The range for 
other costs was from 7 percent to 11.5 percent. 
The  average expenditures for each category have remained fairly 
stable over the yearr with one notable exception. The  range for site costs 
was from 2 percent to 12 percent. Site costs were the single most volatile 
category. Further, there does seem to be a trend toward a lower percent- 
age of the total project going into site costs. In the first nine years site 
costs averaged 8.4 percent of the total project, while during the last ten 
years the average has dropped to 4.3 percent. This may reflect the 
increased use of sites already owned by communities and/or a general 
decline in the quality of library sites. 
There does seem to be somewhat of a trend away from rentrally 
located prime commercial property for use by public libraries. This  may 
be arcounted for by rapidly rising real estate costs in the last decade, 
competition with commercial firms for good sites, and the difficulty in 
convint ing local officials of the importance of a prime location for the 
public library. This trend is certainly not a good one for quality library 
service nationally and may have severe repercussions on the delivery of 
service to a community for future generations. 
New Construction u. Additions/Renovations 
In comparing the ratio of new construction projects u. addition/ 
renovation projects, there are three factors to be considered: (1) the 
number of projects, (2) the amount of square footage, and ( 3 )  the 
amount of funds expended. In the early years of collecting the statistics 
(late 1960s through the early 1970s), new buildings were the clear leader 
with percentages in the 70 to 80 percent range for all three factors. This 
overwhelming dominance has gradually decreased until, for the first 
time since the statistics have been kept, the percentage for two of the 
three factors was greater for additions/renovations than for new build- 
ings in 1985 and 1986. This trend is most noticeable when looking at the 
number of projects in each category. 
This reversal has shown up for three years in a row in this factor, 
and if it continues, it may demonstrate a significant shift in emphasis 
for upcoming projects. Further, it may actually signal a maturing of the 
program for building public libraries in this country or i t  may simply be 
demonstrating that the increasingly high cost o f  construction tends to 
push communities into enlarging exi\ting structures rather than build- 
ing completely new facilities. 
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While new library buildings continue to be designed and constructed, 
financial realities appear to be forcing a larger number of librarirs to 
defer or abandon the quest for an entirely new facility. Instead, many 
are adding to their existing structures and, among public libraries, ;I 
growing number are considering or actively involved in the conver-
sion to  library use of a variety of structures originally drsigned and 
used for other 
This direction in thedata, which started in the mid-I980s, will have 
to continue for several more years before it can be considered to be a 
definite trend. 
The Number of Projects Built Each Year 
It appears that on the whole, the number of projects being built 
each year (including new and additiodrenovation projects) is on the 
decline. By looking at table 5, one can see that there is a high variation in 
the number of projects built each year, ranging from a low of just under 
100projects in 1983 to a high of almost 300 projects in 1969. The  average 
for all nineteen years of statistics falls at the mid-point of approximately 
200 buildings per year. The average number of projects in the first nine 
years was 229 buildings each year, but for the last ten years the average is 
only 182 buildings each year. 
The Amount of Square Footage Added 
Table 5 also shows that the average number of square feet added 
each year is 2.5 million. This category also appears to be showing some 
decline. For the first nine years of data collection, the average number of 
square feet built was 2.8 million while the last ten years has only 
averaged 2.2 million square feet. Further, there was an alarming decline 
in 1983 and 1984 to a level of 1.2 and 1.3 million square feet per year 
respectively. It is interesting to note that this steep decline in the square 
footage built coincided with the two lowest years of federal funding. 
Average Cost & Average Square Footage Per Building 
As expected, the average cost of a building project has been on the 
increase since the data were first collected. In the late 1960s the average 
cost per project was approximately $350,000. In the early 1980s this 
figure increased to approximately $830,000. 
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TABLE 5 
MISCELLANEOUS INFORMATION*STATISTICAL, 
N o .  Total A z v .  Fu7td.v AUP.F u n d s /  Ave. SFI  
FY Built Funds B ldg .  Sq. F t .  SF** Bldg .  
1968 259 91 M $351,000 3.4 M N A  13,127 
1969 298 107 M $359,000 4.0 M $29.77 13,429 
I970 276 98 M $355,000 3.2 M $31.78 11,594 
1971 208 76 1 1  $365,000 2.5 M $32.08 12,019 
1972 
1973 
191 
143 
95 hf 
101 M 
$497,000 
$706,000 
2.7 M 
2.6 M 
$38.27 
$37.36 
14,136 
18,182 
1974 195 83 M $426,000 2.2 hl $41.74 11,282 
1975 212 81 M $382,000 2.1 hl $43.14 9,905 
1976 277 125 hl $451,000 2.8 M $48.27 10,108 
1977 21 1 132 M $625,000 2.7 M $54.55 12,796 
I978 218 91 Xf $417,000 2.0 M $34.73 9,174 
1979 280 194 1LI $692,000 3.8 bl $41.78*** 13,571 
1980 166 120 ILI $723.000 2.2 M $61.67 13,253 
1981 158 140 R.1 $886,000 2.1 M $75.81 13,291 
1982 168 157 hl $934,000 2.5 M $68.93 14,880 
1983 96 82 XI $854,000 1.2 M $76..57 12,500 
198'1 111 110 M $991,000 1.3 M $98..52**** 11,711 
I985 
1986 
Total: 
224 
187 
9878 
140 R.1 
150 h.1 
2173 M 
$625,000 
$802,000 
__. 
2.1 M 
2.2 M 
17.6 M 
$82.76 
$86.48 
... 
9,375 
11,765 
..-
Average: 204 114 M $550,000 2.5 M _ _ _  12,963 
*Compiled and calculated from the architec.tural issues ot Lzbrary Journal. 

**Calculated on data for iicw buildings only. 

***This figure may be in error bcrause of a change in the method of data collection 

****This tigurr is the result of one very large facility costing $129/SF. 

It is tempting to conclude that, due to the decline in the number of 
projects, the trend is toward building fewer but larger buildings. How- 
ever, the last column of table 5 shows that the average size of a project 
(12,963 square feet) has not been on the increase over the last nineteen 
years. This means that the increase in the average cost per building is 
due primarily to the increase in the cost of construction over the last two 
decades. 
The Average Cost Per Square Foot 
The average cost per square foot of new publir library buildings 
has been on a steady increase since the late 1960s.The available figures 
start out at just under $30 per square foot in 1969and rise continually, 
with only a few exceptions, through the 1986figure of $86.48 per square 
LIBRARY TRENDS 446 
Financing Public Library Buildings 
foot. This increase reflects a strongly inflationary period, with the 
average annual increase due to inflation being approximately 6.5 per- 
cent per year. This trend obviously diminishes the buyingpower of each 
dollar expended for public library buildings. 
Figure 4 shows in graphic form the total amount of funds reported 
for public library construction from 1969 through 1986 compared to 
those amounts adjusted for inflation. It is clear that funds available for 
public library construction have varied tremendously from year to year 
but have generally been on the increase since 1968. Unfortunately, when 
these figures are adjusted for inflation using the changes in the average 
cost per square foot for public library construction, the actual buying 
power of the dollars available has significantly decreased over time. It is 
interesting to note that there is a very high degree of correlation between 
these adjusted public library construction cost figures and figures 
adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index (CPI). 
For public library buildings, the effective buying power of $150 
million in 1986 is only $50 million in 1969 dollars. This is certainly a 
sobering trend in public library construction funding that must be 
recognized if there is to be a turnaround. If this trend is not reversed, the 
effective buying power of funds available for public library capital 
development will eventually dwindle to a negligible amount. While the 
inflation rate of the last few years appears to be slowing, theremust be a 
significant increase in funds available for public library construction if 
there is to be a recovery to previous funding levels. It is difficult to see 
where this increase will come from, but it may of necessity come from 
increased stimulation from either state or federal sources. 
From the 1979 data, it is obvious what a major influx of federal 
funds can do for expenditures. Unfortunately, this kind of increase in federal 
funding does not appear likely in the near term unless there are major 
changes in scheduled federal appropriations of capital outlays of funds 
for public libraries. The development of funding programs at the state 
level may be even more crucial than first thought if the continued 
decline is to be stopped. 
This trend of decreased effective buying power for public library 
construction is even more alarming in light of the latest comprehensive 
attempt at determining the national need for new public library space. 
Table 6 shows the results of a 1980 survey of public libraries distributed 
to state library agencies. It shows that there was a need for over 2900 
public library building projects costing in excess of $2.3 billion over the 
five-year period from 1981 to 1985.30 
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Figure 4. Total Funds for Public Library Buildings 
This survey was performed in an attempt to determine the extent of 
need for Title I11 of the proposed National Library and Information 
Services Act sponsored by Senator Jacob Javits. This bill would have 
established appropriations of $150 million per year for public library 
construction. This bill did not become law, but as previously reported 
library construrtion funding was reestablished through the LSCA Title 
I1 program in 1983 with the advent of the “Jobs Bill” and subsequent 
appropriations for Title I1 itself in 1985 and 1986. 
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TABLE 6 
PUBLICLIBRARY NEEDS,CONSTRUCTION 1981-85 
Number of 
State projects Five-year Total Cost 
Alabama 
Alaska 
50 
58 
$ 38,203,243 
43,783,240 
Ari7o na 54 54,004,803 
Arkansas 72 21,037,880 
California 231 324,511,319 
Colorado 83 67,255.965 
Connecticut 41 46,675,362 
Delaware 17 7,178,190 
D.C. 5 875,000 
Florida 74 105,504,459 
Georgia 120 93,739,918 
Hawaii 5 22,800,000 
Idaho 28 11,417,619 
Illinois 220 169,240,584 
Indiana 91 53,862,943 
Iowa 78 65,327,916 
Kansas 100 
Kent ucky 63 50,859,206 
Louisiana 43 32,546,705 
Maine 21 4,053,647 
Maryland 52 72,152,766 
Massachusetts 29 36,836,348 
Michigan 93 60,531.828 
Minnesota 41 39,343,385 
Mississippi 74 44,487,178 
Missouri 112 49,018,267 
Montana 16 2,948,178 
Nebraska 7 443,100 
Nevada 19 20,536,367 
New Hampshire 20 3,792,908 
New Jersey 48 67,87 1,635 
New Mexico 15 14,414,637 
New York 105 95,416,244 
North Carolina 55 53,629,799 
North Dakota 
Ohio  52 27,207,929 
Oklahoma 44 18,806,340 
Oregon 24 34,470,000 
Pennsylvania 21 16,623,492 
Rhode Island 15 12,777,000 
South Carolina 46 31,853,174 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 102 48,964,594 
Texas 125 140,869,766 
LJ.S. Virgin Islands 4 12,939,800 
LJtah 32 20,167,963 
Vrrmont 16 2,7 18,568 
(cont. on p .  450) 
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TABLE 6 (cont.) 

PUBLICLIBRARY NEEDS,1981-85
CONSTRUCTION 
N u m b e r  of 
State projects Five-year Total Cost 
Virginia 107 79,3(i8,415 
M’ashitigton 79 60,149,582 
Writ L’iigiriia 49 12,281,000 
M’iscoii\iii 46 44,129,772 
M’yomirig 
Tota I 2,902 $2,337,628,040 
Source: Richard Hall. Ch;iirprson, IAhlA Arc hitecture lot-Public LihraIirs Committee, 
1979- 1981. 
It is quite clear that capital development funds have never kept u p  
with the space needs for public libraries regardless of the use of multiple 
sources. With the decline in federal funds, the decrease in incentives for 
private gifts, and the continuing increases in the cost of construction, it 
is inevitable that the burden of public library capital development 
funding will fall more heavily on the shoulders of state and local 
governments. 
SUMMARY 
Trends, Interrelationships, and Conclusions 
There is little comprehensive public library building data for the 
period from the 1800sthrough the mid-1900s. The  Office of Education’s 
studies in the mid-sixties which were done to support the proposed 
LSCA legislation provide some useful information for the early years. 
The  main source of information from the late 1960s, after the advent of 
federal funding, is the architectural issurs of Library Journal which has 
chronicled the trends in public. library construction to the present time. 
The  most important federal funding for public library construc- 
tion began with the advent of the LSCA Title I1 program in the late 
sixties. Not only did this act contribute a significant amount of federal 
funding over the years, it has also been responsible for stimulating large 
amounts of both state and local funds for public library capital outlay 
purposes. On the average, federal funds have contributed 17.6percent of 
all funds expended for public library construction, but in recent years 
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federal funding has hit an all time low (4 percent in 1983). This decline, 
along with the demise of other federal capital outlay programs such as 
the General Revenue Sharing program and the negative effect of the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings bill, means that the future of federal fund- 
ing is risky at best. It may possibly be that the real legacy of federal 
funding for public library construction is to have established strong 
ongoing state programs. 
While state capital outlay for public library construction has his- 
torically been the lowest average percentage (4.6 percent) of the four 
sources, it appears to be on the increase. If this trend continues, i t  is 
possible that state funding may, at least in some part, pick up the slack 
created by the decline in federal funding. Because of recent state appro- 
priations for public library capital outlay, there should be significant 
new levels of state funds reported in the near term. Like federal funds, 
state funding has stimulated local funds for increased construction 
dollars. 
Over the last nineteen years, local funding has been the most stable 
mainstay of all funds for public library construction. Local funds on the 
average have accounted for 68.9 percent of all funds. While much of this 
funding comes from local operating budgets provided by direct tax 
appropriations, the most common source of large amounts of funds is 
from the bond referendum. Considering the significance of this particu- 
lar funding source, it is unfortunate that the profession has not deve- 
loped a more systematic method of collecting and analyzing data from 
local library bond issues. 
Funding from the private sector has never regained the preemi- 
nence i t  experienced during the Carnegie years. In the last nineteen 
years, funds from the private sector have remained fairly stable, averag- 
ing 9 percent, but with the enactment of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 it is 
possible that this source may start to taper off. It does not appear to be 
the answer to possible future reductions in federal expenditures as some 
may have theorized. While the impact of the new tax reform act is an 
unknown, concern is high that the effect will be negative for donations 
of either dollars or land to public library capital improvement cam- 
paigns. Lease-back and other types of private sector deals appear to be 
on the increase, but it remains to be seen if this is a significant trend in 
library financing. The private sector does appear to stimulate local 
public funds as often as the reverse is true. 
The average expenditures by category have remained stable over the 
last nineteen years with the notable exception of site costs which are on 
the decline. This drop reflects greater use of already owned sites and/or 
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signals the utilization of lower quality sites in recent years which will 
have a negative effect on the delivery of library service nationally. 
Further, there seems to be a trend toward renovating and expanding 
existing strw tures over constructing entirely new public library build- 
ings. The number of projects built each year is on the decline as is the 
amount of square footage built each year. The  averagecost of a building 
is u p  considerably, but the average si7e of a building has remained fairly 
stable at approximately 13,000 square feet. The  average cost per square 
foot has increased dramatically due to a 10percent per year inflation rate 
for public library construction. Because of this increase in costs, the 
actual buying power of the dollars available has significantly decreased 
over the last nineteen years. It will take increased stimulation from 
either state or federal sources to turn this trend around. If needed new 
public library space is to be built, it is likely that the burden will fall 
most heavily on state and local governments. 
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